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No. 21160 
IN THE 


United States Court of Appeals 


POR THE NINTH CIRCUIT 


CERAMIC TILERS Supply, INC., a corporation, 


Appellant, 
US. 


TILE COUNCIL OF AMERICA, INC., a corporation, 
Appellee. 


APPELLANT’S REPLY BRIEF. 


if. 
Preliminary Statement. 


This brief was necessary to refute several significant 
erroneous statements in Appellee’s Brief. As in the 
Opening Brief, Appellant (defendant below) is re- 
ferred to as Tilers Supply and Appellee is called the 
Council. 

The following corrections are in order in the briefs 
on file. 

In Appellant’s Opening Brief : 

Page 27, line 11, change “recitations of chalk 
and” to—certain claims reciting—. 

In Appellee’s Brief: 


Page 1, line 3 of the Statement of the Case, omit 
claim “4” from those of the ’382 patent. (The 
Judgment [R. 164] does not list claim 4 of the 
382 patent as being held valid and infringed.) 


a ae 


YI. 


Spillman Invalidates the Patents 
Under 35 U.S.C. 8102. 


The Council acknowledges that Spillman’s plaster 
meets even a tabular comparison with the patented 
mixes (Appellee’s Brief, p. 2). The Council’s answer 
to this total anticipation is the doctrine of commercial 
success (which is improper here) and the assertion of 
several erroneous statements summarily considered be- 
low. The Council also emphasizes conventional tech- 
niques as prior art; however, it is well established 
that a patentee is charged with knowledge of all the 
prior art, Walker v. General Motors Corp. (9th Cir. 
1966), 362ehoe2d 56, 1498U SPO, 472. 


A. The Erroneous Assertion That the Patents Are 
Limited to Tile-Setting Mortars. 


Attempting to contend that Spillman’s “plaster” dif- 
fers from the patented mortars, the Council urges a 
difference in the intended use.* In fact, the claims of 
both the patents specify the combinations simply as 
“mortar (952 claus §, 2, 404, 0, 0 and 7, anemoce 
claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6). The 7932 patent then 
specifically defines the patented mortar combinations as 
general-purpose mortars, for plastering, stuccoing and 
laying masonry or tile (’932, column 1, lines 1-4). 


As “mortar” is defined by the patent to include 
plaster, unquestionably Spillman’s plaster is a mortar 


*The Council’s claims to originality and innovation in the field 
of tile setting are not supported. In fact, the use of inorganic 
bonding coats to thin-set dry tile was described in the Council’s 
own 1952 publication [Ex. Y]. Portions of Exhibit Y are re- 
produced in an Appendix for convenient reference. It is also 
noteworthy that the Council’s initial witness described using a 
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within the patent claims.** A patent is granted upon 
a combination of ingredients, not upon the intended 
employment of the combination. Celite Corp. v. Dica- 
memo. 90 F. 2d 242, 3/7 U.S.P.0.383 (9th Cir. 
1938). 


B. The Erroneous Assertion That Spillman Was Not 
Noticed or Argued. 


The Council states that Spillman is not properly 
asserted : 
/ eeeecletendant never having given the written 
Megieetnereot required by 35 U.S.C. $282.” (Ap- 
pellee’s Brief, p. 5). 
Wer Gia defendant ever ask the trier of fact for 
leave to adduce that reference as evidence of in- 


validity of the 932 invention.”’ (Appellee’s Brief, 
pn Toph 


Although Tilers Supply’s major emphasis was on 
prior use and sale of the patented mortars to invali- 
date the patents in the court below, such defense was 
supported by several prior-art references to establish 
total lack of novelty. Among them, the Spillman pat- 
ent was noticed. pleaded and argued. The Pre-Trial 
Conference Order [R. 88] is conclusive of the re- 
quired notice and states: 


pO@malio Deottcred by Defendant: 
Exhibit J. British 743,952.” 


thin-set mortar called Serp-O-Fix prior to 1954 [Tr. 33] a time 
long before the Council's entry into the field. 


**Spillman describes his plaster as being usable in a variety 
of thicknesses, on a variety of materials (including wood) to pro- 
vide a flexible shockproof covering [Ex. J, p. 2, lines 11-22]. 
These objectives and results are identical to those of the patents 
in suit. 


cas) ae 


The Order also includes a stated issue of law: 


“2. Does U. S. Patent 2,934,932 define paremre 
able subject matter in view of Exhibit patents 
and publications prior to one year before the 
effective filing date?” 


The Order was filed in 1963, over one year before 
trial. These quoted statements appeared in the Orden 
in response to Defendant’s Trial Memorandum served 
on the Council, which gave full notice of British patent 
743,952, Spillman, Ex. J. 


During trial, Tilers Supply produced testimony il- 
lustrated by Exhibit BM, to explain the anticipation 
of the 932 patent by Spillman. A portion of the tes- 
timony was as follows: 

Wap may tO TOO ™ perce cine ominie 
percentage by weight shown in the second column 
of numerals taught or indicated by this formula- 
tion of Spillman, British. This falls within °932, 
po. ali res/7el) (emphasis added 2 


The record thus establishes that: (1) the Council 
was given written notice of Spillman as anticipatory 
of the "932 patent over one year before the trial, and 
(2) Tilers Supply introduced testimony applying Spill- 
man to the 932 patent. As no objection was sounded 
by the Council prior to its appeal brief, it is the Coun- 
cil that now raises a fresh issue on appeal. 


C. The Erroneous Assertion That Spillman Discloses a 
Type of Methylcellulose Other Than the “10 to 7000 
Centipoise Viscosity Grade.” 


This assertion was made to fabricate a basis for 
contending that the methylcellulose ingredient in Spill- 
man’s plaster is different from that specified by the 
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patents. The Council even attempts to establish that 
the methylcellulose used by Spillman would not dis- 
solve in water. The argument is truly tortuous and is 
fully nullitied by the fact that Spillman specifically 
identifies his methylcellulose as being dissolved in wa- 
ter, stating, an aqucous solution of methylcellulose [ Ex. 
J, p. 1, line 85]. 


Spillman’s identification of methylcellulose was full 
and complete. As a matter of public record, the only 
methylcellulose readily available in the United States 
was made by the Dow Chemical Company, and sold 
under the trademark Methocel. A Dow Chemical pub- 
lication [Ex. AL] which is an Exhibit to the Grem- 
minger deposition in evidence [Ex. AD] was in use 
in the 1950’s and conclusively establishes the grades 
that were then available. 

“Nine viscosity types of Methocel are available— 
offering you a range greater than that of any 
other gum, natural or synthetic! This selection 
ranges from the lowest, 10 centipoise, through 
seven intermediate types of 15, 25, 50, 100, 400, 
1500 and 4000, to the highest at 7000 centipoise. 
These ratings are based on the average viscosity of 
a 2 per cent aqueous solution at 20°C. as shown 
ipaieare |. | Dep. Ex. AL of Ex. AD]. 


Dime sene period of concern, the only grades of 
water-soluble methylcellulose readily available in the 
United States were all of 10 to 7000 centipoise viscosity 
gerade. Therefore, anyone mixing Spillman’s plaster 
would be bound to use a grade of methylcellulose speci- 
fied by the patent claims. Spillman’s disclosure is clear, 
complete, concise and anticipatory. 


aes 


D. The Erroneous Assertion That Spillman’s Plaster 
Contains Chalk but Not Limestone. 


This false assertion is made as a basis for excluding 
chalk from the combination of ingredients specified in 
the ‘932 patent claims, one of these ingredients being 
sand and/or powdered limestone.* 


The argued distinction between chalk and limestone 
is not only completely unsupported in the evidence, but 
testimony was to the contrary. The Council acknowl- 
edges its expert stated that both limestone and chalk 
are essentially calcium carbonate (Appellee’s Brief, 
p. 54). The Council has given no evidence to remove 
chalk from the classification as a form of limestone, 
and the evidence of the relationship of these terms 1s 
unchallenged. 

“The Court: And what is chalk? 
The Witness: It is a form of limestone, your 
Honor” [Tr. 854]. 


The true signification of the words “chalk” and 
“limestone” is established beyond any question of a 
doubt, and no evidence of any unusual meaning has 
been introduced. Therefore, the term is used in its 


*The Council's argument based on a technicality, imparting 
special significance to the words “consisting essentially of” is 
raised by the Council for the first time in the brief. The argu- 
ment is applicable, not to distinguish the Spillman patent, but 
rather to distinguish the accused products, all of which contain 
extraneous ingredients. Particularly significant is the fact that 
most of Tilers Supply products contain calcium chloride [Ex. 
15-1 to 15-9] which, in the prosecution of the patent application, 
was the ingredient responsible for the words “consisting essen- 
tially of am the claims (Px. 3, p. 31). However, the more 
authoritative view is that, although the term “consisting” is limit- 
ing, its modification by the term “essentially” opens the claims 
to the inclusion of other ingredients characteristic of the com- 
bination. In re Janakirama-Rao (CCPA-1963), 317 F. 2d 951, 
Si CePAgioI2 o7aU 5. Ones 
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ordinary sense. Chemical Construction Corporation v. 
Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp. (3rd Cir. 1962), 311 F. 
Fas6/7, 136 U.S.P.Q. 150. 

Chalk: “A soft, white, powdery limestone consisting 
chieily of fossil shells of foraminifera.” (The 
Random House Dictionary of the English Lan- 
guage, 1966). 

Chalk: “A soft, friable, limestone of marine origin, 
earthy in texture and white, gray or buff 
in color, found widely distributed in Europe 
cigeeeamerica, Chieliy in the Cretaceous sys- 
tem, and composed for the most part of the 
minute shells of the Foraminifera.” (Webster’s 
Third New International Dictionary, 1961). 


Chalk: “A white, or grayish loosely coherent kind 
of limestone rock, composed almost entirely 
of the calcareous remains of minute marine 
organisms and fragments of shells.” (Thorpe’s 
Dictionary of Applicd Chemistry, Volume 1], 
HSS ). 


The Council's struggle to move chalk out of the 
limestone classification borders on the fraud urged to 
the Patent Office in distinguishing a prior mix because 
it contained “chalk’’, then distinguishing the patented 
nux because it contained ‘‘limestone.” 


Spillman’s plaster contains pulverized chalk. Chalk 
is a form of limestone. Spillman’s plaster contains 
powdered limestone as specified in the 932 claims. If 
developed later, Spillman’s mortar would infringe the 
932 patent. Therefore. as Spillman is earher. the 932 
patent is invalid. Sperry Rand Corp. v. Knapp Mon- 
eam oni ord Cir. 1962), 307 F. 2d 344, 134 U.S.P.O. 
433. 
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BK. The Erroneous Assertion That Defendant Contends 
There Is No Difference Between Wet and Dry Poly- 
vinyl Acetate. 


Tilers Supply certainly does not contend the contra- 
diction that “wet” is “dry.” Well prior to the ’382 pat- 
ent, wet polyvinyl acetate (Wilhold glue) had been used 
in cementitious combinations along with methylcellu- 
lose, as documented by Spillman and established in tes- 
timony [Tr. 1218]. The combination of the ingredients 
in mortars was known and used. Upon the develop- 
ment (by others) of a dry form of polyvinyl acetate, no 
invention was required to substitute the newly-avail- 
able dry form of the material in mortars to do exactly 
what the wet had always done. 


Such a combination was fully anticipated upon the 
invention of the process for making the dry ingre- 
dient, as stated in the patent for that process: 


ee 


. a dry, powder form from which the orig- 
inal emulsion could be substantially fully recon- 
stituted upon simple mixing with the proper pro- 


2) 


portion of water, . [Ex. G, column 3, lines 


7-9}. 


It is noteworthy that Appellee’s Brief (p. 31) relies 
heavily on what is stated as “‘synergism’” to evidence 
invention. As defined by the Council’s witness, syner- 
gism is an improvement by combination [Tr. 229]. 
The combination was known before the ’382 patent as 
evidenced by Spillman. It was merely a matter of 
using a more convenient form of one of the ingredients. 
Furthermore, in fact with respect to the two asserted 
features of the invention, the patentee would only say: 

“you might say there is synergism” 
and 
“there is no particular synergism.” [Tr. 232]. 


so 


Therefore, synergism, in the sense urged by the 
Council, is questionable and more important, the com- 
bination was simply old. The patented mortar mix clear- 
ly lacks the new or different functional relationship 
over the prior art required to sustain a combination 
patent. Kwikset Locks, Inc. v. Hillgren (9th Cir. 
1954), 210 F. 2d 483, 100 U.S.P.Q. 289. 


INTE. 


The Council’s Fraud on the Patent Office 
Was Pleaded and Is Established. 


The answer to the Council’s technical contention that 
the allegation of fraud is untimely is provided by the 
Pre-{rial Conference Order [R. 88] which sets forth 
as a specific issue of law: 


“6. Was United States Patent 2,934.932 granted 
on the basis of false and misleading statements 
made to the United States Patent Office to 
thereby render the patent invalid?” 


The Council’s answer to this fraud, if true, renders 
the fraud even more culpable. The Council now as- 
serts that certain forms of limestone, as chalk are 
unsuitable in the "932 combination. If that is true, the 
Council filed fraudulent affidavits. to obtain patent 
coverage that should not have been granted. 


If (as the Council now contends) certain forms of 
limestone, as chalk. are unsuitable in the ’932 com- 
bination. it undeniably follows that the Council selected 
suitable forms of limestone for the tests submitted to 
the Examiner in Dr. Wagner’s affidavits. Yet. those 
affidavits and the accompanying remarks. sought 
claims that broadly recited “powdered limestone’. en- 
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compassing the entire classification of the limestone 
mineral. 

If certain forms of limestone, as chalk, are unsatis- 
factory in the patented combination, they were de- 
liberately concealed in Dr. Wagner’s affidavits [Ex. 
AB, p. 37| to obtain broad claims encompassing mor- 
tars containing any form of powdered limestone. That 
fraud was the basis for claiming too much from the 
Patent @irice, inm-violationan 35 U.5.C. si2, 


“The specification shall conclude with one or more 
claims particularly pointing out and_ distinctly 
claiming the subject matter...” 


For convenience the two conflicting statements of 
fact are quoted below: 


“The Examiner has also cited . . . Heijmer pat- 
ents as disclosing ‘use of methyl cellulose in the 
range claimed by applicant contained in a cemen- 
titious composition.’ The methyl cellulose is in- 
deed disclosed in these patents, but the claimed 
combination is lacking. * * * Heijmer’s plasters 
must contain chalk and may also contain pumice.” 
[Py Oia 
later: 


ce 


. the inclusion of sand or limestone in the 
compositions of the present case result not only 
in composition differences but a distinct altera- 
tion in the characteristics of the compositions after 
setting.” [Ex. AB, p. 34] 


“The claims remaining in the present application 
all recite sand or limestone, the ingredients nec- 
essary for mortar. It ts. therefore. respecttully 
suggested that the claims in the present case are 
clearly distinguishable over those in the issued 
Penta. alle eee, Pos 


a | ae 


Preliminarily, note that the first passage admits the 
identity of the methylcellulose disclosed in the Heijmer 
patent to that of the 932 patent. The only distinction 
urged is that Heijmer incorporates chalk as an ingre- 
dient. At that stage of the prosecution, the issue was 
pinpointed. 

Whether the Council simply made the time-separated 
statements to accomplish two distinctions, or as now 
asserted, believed in a distinction between ‘“‘chalk’”’ and 
“limestone” in the mix, there was fraud. That fraud 
on the Patent Office resulted in the patent grant. 


LV. 


Kaveler Blocks the Equivalency in Law, of 
Methylcellulose and Hydroxymethylcellulose. 


Kaveler states that his mortar is useful for grouting 
in general [Ex. P. column 2, lines 7-9]. Grouting is 
one of the stated uses of the patented mortars. There- 
fore, there is no true basis for arguing Kaveler is un- 
related to the patented mortars. 


The Council’s protestations regarding viscosity, sol- 
ubility and degree of substitution are unsupported and 
meaningless. Dr. Stone’s undisputed testimony conclu- 
sively established that Kaveler describes Dow Methocel 
HG (hydroxypropyl methylcellulose) as purchased and 
used by Tilers Supply [Tr. 793]. Arguments and dis- 
tinctions aimed at Kaveler’s examples other than hy- 
droxypropy! methylcellulose are meaningless. 


The reference in the Council’s brief to testimony 
at pages 1226-1227 appears to fail completely to sup- 
port the argument for which it is cited on page 50 
of Appellee’s Brief. 


Sip 


V. 
The Allegation of Copying Remains 
Totally Unfounded. 

The unsupported charge by the Council that Tilers 
Supply copied remains pure fiction. In an attempt to 
support its accusation, the Council now urges the fact 
that it sent a formulation into Southern California be- 


fore Tilers Supply entered the market. 


The inconclusive nature of that fact does not merit 
argument. Many considerations completely refute the 
copying charge. 

1. The Council has not presented any formula for 
comparison with Tilers Supply products. The Council 
hase6 or 7 Spatents relating to mortars [Tr. 48)}eand 
the formulations sent to California may well have re- 
lated to any of those patents or to mortar mixes con- 
taining no sand or limestone as were still being as- 
serted to the Patent Office as fully representative of 
the Council’s ‘‘development” when Tilers Supply in- 


troduced its product. 


2. The Council has still not established any access 


to any of their formulations by Tilers Supply. 


3. The Council was not the first to market this 
mortar mix and in fact the circumstances which en- 
abled successful marketing were recognized almost s1- 
multaneously by many | Tr. 1215]. Although the Coun- 
cil contends its mortar was introduced in 1957 (Appel- 
lees Briet. p. sl) the reterenced pase of the recone 


[Tr. 16] certainly does not establish that contention. 
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VI. 


Charges of Misconduct Against Tilers Supply Are 
Unsupported, Unfair and Misleading. 


The Council has charged misconduct with respect 
to four Tilers Supply witnesses. The charge against 
Mr. Knesel is that he sought to prove ethyl cellulose 
would dissolve in water and thereby establish the Heij- 
mer patent. First, the solubility of ethyl cellulose in 
water is totally immaterial to this suit. Heijmer dis- 
closes methyl cellulose which is the ingredient of the 
patents. The disclosure of ethyl cellulose in Heijmer 
as an alternative ingredient although totally immate- 
rial was recognized as operative by Dr. Stone [Tr. 
796]. The immateriality of this point is further es- 
tablished by the fact that it was not even considered 
an issue of fact in the Pre-Trial Memorandum. 


Second, Mr. Knesel was not testifying to establish 
@ity reference, as the Council contends but on the con- 
trary was merely explaining his background experience 
with various gums and demonstrating their function 


[Tr. 492]. 


In more than a full day of testimony by Mr. Knesel, 
the single basis for a charge of misconduct is that he 
contracted the word “hydroxy ethyl cellulose” to “ethyl 
cellulose.”” The contraction was: without deceptive in- 
temeworsne@ ciitect and clearly logical. The Cotncils 
charge of misconduct on this point is unreasonable and 
unjust. 


The Council’s charge of misconduct against Mr. Lav- 
enberg is pure fiction. Mr. Lavenberg gave his opin- 
ion of a tile failure at the Water & Power Building 
in which the Council’s mortar was used. He also signed 
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a committee report analyzing the failure. Repeated and 
careful study (even by the witness) has revealed ab- 
solutely no inconsistency in Mr. Lavenberg’s testimony 
and/or his part in the report. The Council’s incom- 
prehensible charge of misconduct by this witness is 
extremely unfair to Tilers Supply and to the witness. 


Based on impressions given by the witness the Coun- 
cil challenged the testimony of Mr. Matheney and suc- 
cessfully eliminated his testimony. Mr. Matheney’s 
testimony was given as an independent technical ex- 
pert witness from a recognized laboratory employed 
by Tilers Supply and was eliminated because: 


1. He could not precisely recall the formulas on 
which tests were performed. 


2. He was not precise in explaining that the for- 
mulations tested were in part determined co- 
operatively with Mr. Knesel, then independently 
confirmed by the witness [Tr. 953, 967 and 
968 |. 


Mr. Matheney. as a chemist for a testing laboratory, 
was employed to perform technical tests and analysis 
outside the control of Tilers Supply. Were the situation 
otherwise, such testimony would be meaningless. The 
failure of this witness to refresh his recollection of 
circumstances and tests occurring more than one year 
prior to his court appearance cannot be counted as mis- 
conduct by Tilers Supply [Tr. 968]. 


The testimony of Mr. Shirm was his own and is 
not linked to Tilers Supply in any manner. His change 
of testimony was completely unexpected by Tilers Sup- 
plv. However. as such it certainly does not support 
anv charge of misconduct by Tilers Supply. 
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VIL. 
Conclusion. 


The only point of difference in substance between 
either of the patents and Spillman lies in the ’382 com- 
bination using dry glue (polyvinyl acetate) rather than 
wet. The Council was fully aware of this prior to 
filing the suit. In view of the assertion of the pat- 
ents under these circumstances, coupled with the pro- 
curement of the 932 patent by fraud, reversal is re- 
spectfully requested with appropriate instructions for 
compensatory proceedings for Tilers Supply under 
Walker Process Equipment, Inc. v. Food Machinery and 
Chenmeal Corporation, 382 U.S. 172; 86 S. Ct. 347 
(1965). 


Respectfully submitted, 
Nitsson, Rospspins & ANDERSON, 
By Byarp G. NILsson, 
Attorneys for Appellant. 


Certificate. 

I certify that, in connection with the preparation of 
this brief, | have examined Rules 18, 19 and 39 of the 
United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, 
and that, in my opinion, the foregoing brief is in full 
compliance with those Rules. 


Byarp G. NILSSON 


‘aroge ydviseied paysassns oy} Ul 10} poplaoad AypNZ o41v 
Padtosqgo oq O} SUOINRD ALOIVPULL 19YIQ, “SSoOUAIP 10 
SSOUJIM JY} UL APL] MoT Ae 10 “Aap “durep ‘joan oq 
suprd suiinp olf, oy} wy. otmbar Avur spoq sunyos 


O AlGa5120) SI) O1Ul SINC] SIPIoIVUr WWotSTTIp 31 
: uel : eae! Hl ap 


‘pofloid sty} 10] 
UoTNAsUL UdyLIM ATpe1oads si ul 10 ‘oanyrioyy powrid 


‘KTUo jes alojaq s[qusnquios Jo ‘e[quyusnquios-uou ‘DIxo} 
-uou ‘JuD[stsel-1eyom ‘Huruipjs-uou ‘e[yjlq 10 e[qIxelj 
sb sjonpoid eayoedsai may} equosep A]snolpA sien] 
-opjnuny ‘sespq yons Ayrponbstp jou op sedAy sayjo 
jo sleimyoojnupypl ‘piboqpiyy 10 ‘aly, plo ‘ayo[s ‘ozzp1 
-Ia} ‘a[quour ‘Jurod Asso[b 1aao esn 10} papuseuluiodel 
jou e110 sbhulyopod s1unHiour eulog ‘eny A[qouospal 
pup ‘wu ‘upe]o ‘Arp ji afqnyins erp (o1;Dydsp Hurpnyjo 
-Ul) SeODJINS Mau IO pjo jo AyatDA OptMm Y ‘Huljeasy] 10; 
pesn oq ADU synod eR] SIOUI 10 eUO JNq ‘SseUYOIY] 
ut 8/1 peyddn Aljonsgq ‘eporyaa ssop1opo Ajaayy[al 1ayyjo 
IO ‘ouljuadiny ‘IeJOM DV Ul XUJNU snoriyueurad DtuUDH1O 
-ut up jo Ajyjpo1spq Huystsuod syonpoid pexyinuw "7 


“eprIL — SLWOD DNIGCNO DINWDYONI 


"A HMQIYXY JO ZT 96vd WOT} YAVISCIL,| y 
JUILIND St UL Poqhiosap ‘spoqvy] JOuULeyUOD oY} UO UALOYS SP 
JOINIVFNULLU [LLLOJUL Pog HUIS IY} JO SUOTDIAIP 9] 
Ula SOULDIOSIE JOINS 1 sjonpord AuESSoontl INYO YP 
UONE]LISUL YAOMI[LT IY. oJopdtuod puv soosefans spqvyus 
MO (=~ SsouNdiy BU)” ~~) PdtRUsIsop S1ayae st] 
'SJUMUNDSOC, PRAQUOCT) OSOY} UL Paqliosop SUONIPUOD oY} 
JQpUuN YAOMOL], JO UOHRT]LISUL 9} 1OF aPqeyINs oq ISN 
pasn oq O} ST [elIoyeul SuIjjos uty Fo 9d.4Q $1y} 9.19444 — 


SLVOD ONIGCNOd OINVOYONI TH 


"K MqIgxty Jo Og osed moll Jey, 


4ZIS TIN JIWDS 


eyo 


be traret 


| 


Peed thal 
VADEO POGOe 


ereterraeer 


APPENDIX. 
Table of Exhibits. 


® Exhibit Identified Offered | Received 
m= G 475 475 475 
4] 475 475 475 
P 475 475 475 
yy 479 479 479 
AB 485 485 485 
AD 903 904 904 
AL Deposition Exhibit of Exhibit AD 
BM 875 881 881 


15 96 ey 97 


